
























































































































  Name  Number of Articles Published 1.  Donal O'Regan  3 2.  J.F. Colombeau  3 3.  P.G.L. Leach  3 4.  Richard Bellman  3 5.  Young Ho Kim  3 6.  A. Belleni‐Morante  2 7.  A. Inoue  2 8.  Abdelkhalek El Arni  2 9.  Bhagat Singh  2 10.  Chun‐Lei Tang  2 11.  G. Ladas  2 12.  H.M. Srivastava  2 13.  Harold J. Kushner  2 14.  J. Rissanen  2 15.  J.L. Menaldi  2 16.  Jibin Li  2 17.  K.N. Murty  2 18.  Marko Razpet  2 19.  Moshe Marcus  2 20.  Paul Binding  2 21.  Pei‐Kee Lin  2 22.  R.C. MacCamy  2 23.  Radu Zaharopol  2 24.  Ravi P. Agarwal  2 25.  Richard Datko  2 26.  Thomas W. Reiland  2 27.  W.L. Chan  2 28.  Yongsheng Li  2 
Table 2: List of Top Published Authors    An aspect of publishing in the mathematical realm that I wanted to examine was collaboration on publications. For this, I collected the number of authors per article for the 422 original research articles. Mathematics is generally thought of as solitary work and the small average number of authors per article clearly reflects that. However, many of the articles examined contained two or more authors. The maximum number of authors per article is four. The following table contains the average number of authors per article by year. 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Year  Average Number of Authors Per Article 1960  1.667 1970  1.243 1980  1.353 1990  1.608 2000  1.842 2010  2.18 
Table 3: Average Number of Authors Per Article By Year    As seen in Table 3, the average number of authors per article has increased over time. This increase in the average number of authors per article over time indicates that collaboration is increasing in the mathematics community, possibly influenced by the spread of electronic communication between states, countries and continents. Although a citation analysis was not conducted in this study, I collected the number of references per article to gain insight into basic citing patterns of mathematicians. This variable had a large range, expanding from zero references in one article to 64 references in another article. The average number of references per article by year is displayed in the following table. 













































































Further Research   As discussed above, the present study was limited to a very specific population in time. To overcome these limits further research should be conducted. To begin, using the same sample of articles here, a citation analysis should be completed to discover what articles, journals, authors, and other resources are being cited. This would better illustrate how mathematicians are using mathematical literature in their research and published articles.   In addition, these techniques for looking at publishing trends could be applied to a larger, more diverse population. With more time, a sample of all mathematical articles indexed by Science Direct or MathSciNet from the time period 1960 to 2010 could be examined to see if the trends discovered here hold true across multiple mathematical journals.   Examining the population described above, a citation analysis would be helpful to determine more broadly what are the seminal works within mathematics. 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This would also aid in potentially mapping the field to see how mathematicians have contributed, inspired, changed, and altered different subfields of mathematics.
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